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be changed to that of the wife without any physical delivery. The fact 
that the husband continues to live in the same house with her does not, 
as Mr. Justice Hawkins said, prevent the possession of the furniture being 
in her. In Jiggens v. Jiggens, the husband told the wife, when a household 
was about to be broken up, that she might have the furniture, and she had 
it warehoused in her own name. Mr. Justice Walton held that she got 
possession of it as her own property, as a gift from her husband. On the 
whole the authorities bear out the view that a taking of possession by 
the donee (there being no dissent or previous revocation by the donor) is 
equivalent to delivery, and justify the decision. — The Law Journal (Lon- 
don). 

Sec. 2414, Va. Code 1904, provides: 

No gift of any goods or chattels shall be valid, unless by deed or will, 
or unless actual possession shall have come to and remained with the do- 
nee, or some person claiming under him. If the donor and donee reside 
together at the time of the gift, possession at the place of their residence 
shall not be a sufficient possession within the meaning of this section. — 

This section does not embrace gifts causa mortis nor choses in action. 
Thomas v. Leiois, 89 Va. 1, 65; Bank v. Holland, 99 Va. 506. For other 
cases construing this section see note in Va. Code 1904. 



Unread Written Contract Void. — Where a shipper agrees orally with 
a railroad agent for the transportation of live stock and subsequently a 
written cortract, in which is limited the carrier's liability, which contract 
the shipper is required to sign without time to read it, the written con- 
trol is void. The court said: "The circumstances alleging, surrounding 
the signing of the contracts in this case, are not as strong as might be, 
and generally are averred as equitable reasons for disregarding such con- 
tracts. There was no allegation of threat that, unless these contracts 
were signed, the cattle would not be moved, so as to continue duress. 
There was no statement by the agent that these papers were in the terms 
that had been agreed on, so as to constitute a direct fraud. What was 
alleged was that the instruments were brought to plaintiff to sign when 
the train was about to start, as the agent stated when he came with the 
papers, and plaintiff signed them without reading them and without 
knowing their contents, under the impression, from what the agent had 
said, that he had no time to do so, and believing that they expressed 
the contract that had been made. These facts and circumstances, if found 
to bo true, would, in our opinion, entitle the writings to be disregarded, 
and the oral arrangement to be taken as the real contract under which 
the cattle were shipped." {McNeill v. Galveston H. <& ~N. Ry. Co. ct at, 
80 S. W. Rep. 32.) 

This doctrine was affirmed by the same court in the case of Gulf C. <0 <?. 
F. Ry. Co. v. Jackson and Edicards, 86 S. W. Rep. 47. 



